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ABSTRACT 

This study is an analysis of the. dimensionality of 
two scales*-Mach IV (a 20*item Likert-type) and Mach V (a 20-item 
forced-choice-type) --commonly used in the measurement of 
Machiavellianism, a variable which many interpersonal communication 
researchers view with increasing interest. Data for this 
investigation was collected from 2U6 undergraduates enrolled in 18 
sections of the basic speech course at the University of Oklahoma in 
the fall of 1973. A close inspection of the two scales revealed that 
Mach IVis the more precise of the two scales, and it was recommended 
that the Mach V scale should be avoided until scoring and other 
measurement difficulties are resolved. It was also suggested that a 
shortened form of the Mach IV be used. It was concluded that since 
the use of summed raw scores per factor did not differ significantly 
from factor scores, the 4-factor, 13-item Mach IV scale using the raw 
score method is the most practical and best measure of 
Machiavellianism available at the present time. (Appendixes include 
Mach IV questionnaire and Mach V attitude inventory with scoring 
sheet.) (RB) 



ERIC 



U1 DEPAHTMENT OF HEALTH 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of 
EDUCATION 

•m.>. [uu > IK I S ki CWO 

[H i. H' » U » As k( ( r i , ( n t wov 

■M N(. • +'(' S ' . ,'\ A (Ik fM>.Ni()%s 



THS KEASUREHiENT OF IVwiCHI^VELLI/iNISUi 
A FnCTOR a:\ALYTIC hND CORRiSLATIONAL STUDY 
OP u^CK IV aND iWaGK Y 



M# Lee ./illiams, Vincent Kazleton, and 
Steve Renshaw^^ 

Speech Communication Department 
University of Oklahoma 



^*tRMiSSiON TO ^tPRODuCf Tmi^ coP* MM'ViSSiON TO REPRODUCE ^H,b COP* 

"iGMrED MATFMsAL mAS BtES uRANffo Ry RiGmTED MATERIAL MAS BEEN GRANTED BV 

M. Lee Williams Steve Renshaw_ 

Vincent Hazleton _ _ Z 

hRir ^A^r, ORG0^U•Ano^s OPfRATlNO ""O E"lC AND 'jRGANIJAnONS OPfRATiNG 

JNt>ER AUREEMFN^S .ViTm ThF NATiONAl 'h^ UNDF W AGRF^ Wl NTS vVUm ThF NATIONAL IN 

■jflTuT-E OF EDLiCA'iON CuRTmFH RFPHq. '"iTlTljT| Of tDUCAIION FHHTHtF< RFPRO 

DUCTiof^ Ol^SiDE *Mf fuic ;^v^~,'t^^ DuCTiQN OUTSiDt ThE EHiC SYh,rFM Rfc 

QuiMFS PERMISSION •►nf r.pyRi.^t QuiRfc'^ PERMISSION Of ThE COPVRiGHI 



Paper presented at the Inxernational Communication Association 
Convention, New Orleans, April 17-20, 197^ 

^^The three authors are Ph.D, candidates at the University of 
Oklahoma, and each contributed equally in this research efforts 



THE ?v.En3URE.^ECT OF IViACHInVELLInNI^.^.i 
A FACTOR ANnLYriC aIID CORRELaTIGIUL STUDY 
0? ;.nCH IV ^UiD iV^nCH V 



i^lrst communication researchers investi^at in^l interpersonal 
communication would probably agree that the conclusions we havf^ 
reached and the information which has been collected on inter- 
personal communication is primarily a result of oxperimen.tal 
studies employing measures which are paper and pencil tests. 
•Jhiie much data hp.s been collected, a review of this research 
reveals considerable neglect by many researchers in the degree 
t'^ wr.ich they have blindly accepted and administered measuring 
instrjmonts . It is not uncommon to find experimenters almost 
napnazardly puttin.-T together several bi-polar adjectives arid 
ciaimin^^ th-'^y have measured source credibility, or administering 
some measure of pers<^nality without knowing anytning about its 
reliability or validity. This is a crucial problem for any area 
of researcr. , for perpetuation of misinformation does nothing but 
stifle and retard the advancement of knowledge. Indeed, it appears 
that many have neglected considering the fact that the value and 
r.eaningf ulness of our conclusions are in reality no better than 
the r.easurinr instruments we use. 

This study is an analysis of 2 scales commonly used in the 
measurement ^f '..achiavellianisr. , a variable which many inter- 
personal com.m.unicat ion researchers have viewed with increasing 
interest. Introduced initially by Christie and Geis (1968), 
woi-k with iv.achiavellianism has generated a body of information 
which indicates that it may be an important variable in the 
study of interpersonal communication (Hurt, Young , Landes, and 
xates, 1973? Young and iiurt , 1973; Hurt, Yates, and ;\ovak, 1972; 
Warrior., 1971; Christie and Geis, 1970). The 2 instruments 
which have been developed to measure this personality trait ares 
r^ach IV (a 20 item Likert-type scale) and iwach V (a 20 item forced- 
choice-type scale), rx review of the literature iridicates that 
the majority of researchers using the kach scales have assumed 
that they are unidimonsional instruments j yet a factor analysis 
of portions of ,.aoh IV, portions of r.'.ach V, and the nnomia scale 
(Christie and Geis, 196Q) as well as a factor analysis of the 
:.iach IV scale, i^ach V scale. Anemia scale, ai^id F scale (Christie 
and Geis, 1970) indicate that these measures of IViachiavellianism 
may indeed be multidimensional. In addition, to our knowledge 
there has been no investigation of the factor structures of 
eitner ^nach IV or iMach V where each has been considered individually 
and in their entirety; therefore, it would appear that the question 
of dim.ensionality is a very lep:itimate research conCern. It is 
also observed that while some have chosen to measure lv:achiavellianism 
usi.--- only the :..ach IV scale (::urgoon, 1971; ./ciner, 1973) » ^onie 
hav<^ used" just the i..ach V scale (Guterman, 1970), others have 
suggested using each scale and proposed that a a subject must score 
hi^^rhly on both measures before he is considered to be a high iv^ach 
(Harris, 1966; Christie and Geis, 1970), and still others have 
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treated .■.ach IV -and p.ach V as parallel tests (Hurti xoun^, -uandes 
and Yates, 1973). *vll of these different uses of the i>.ach scales 
tend to indicate that it is not clear which approach is the best 
or which is the most effective measure of i^achiavellianism. 

This study is designed to answer questions concerning the 
dimensionality of both ;..ach IV and i\;ach V and the relationship 
between the 2 measurements in an effort to clarify some of the 
issues which have been highlighted • In general, this study seeks 
to answer 3 major research questions i 

1. .yhat are the underlying dimensions of the i.ach IV scale? 

2. ./hat are the underlying dimensions of the i^.ach V scale? 

3. ./hat is the relationship between the i-.ach IV and Iviach V 
scales? 



Scales 

Through a process of item analysis the ?.iach IV scale (see 
Appendix n) was created by Christie and Geis (1970) and consists 
of' 20 items selected from an original pool of 71. The items are 
presented in a standard 6-category Likert format with half of the 
items reversed. The high .^lach responses are scored from^ "5" to "7" 
and the low :..ach responses are scored from "1" to "3"i with ''7" 
and "1" being the highest and lowest machiavellian responses ^ 
respectively. No response is scored a • Christie and Geis 
(1970) suggest that a constant of "20" be added to the total score 
to create a neutral score of "100". Adding the constant, the 
lowest possible i.^ach score is "40" and the highest is "l60". 

The *wach V scale (see nppendix B) was developed to offset a 
significant negative correlation (approximately -.40) between the 
i^ach IV scale and Edward* s Social Desirability scale (Christie 
and Geis, 1968, 1970). Using a forced-choice format, the subject 
must respond to 2 out of 3 possible statements. The subject must 
choose the statement he agrees with most and the statement he 
disagrees with most and leave the third statement unmarked. Only 
one of the statements (the keyed statement) is designed, supposedly, 
to tap iViachiavellian orientation. (The 20 Iv^ach items in the iv^ach V 
scale correspond to the 20 items on the i.;ach IV scale.) The 2 
remaining non-keyed statements serve as a matched and buffer item 
to control for social desirability. The matched item has an 
independent rating of social desirability equivalent to that of 
the keyed statement. The buffer item has a social desirability 
rating which is either higher or lower than that of the keyed 
and matched statements. If the keyed and matched statements are 
high in social desirability the buffer is low, and if the keyed 
and matched statements are low in social desirability the buffer 
is high. The assumption is that the i.iachiavellian statement and 
the matched statement will be mor? salient than the buffer state- 
ment to those persons with the highest and lowest i/:achiavellian 
orientations. There are 6 possible combinations of responses to 
each item on the uach V scale. For scoring purposes the keyed and 



ERIC 



3 

matched statements are the most crucial • Responses which include 
both the keyed and matched statements are scored either "1" or "7" 
depending on which statement is chosen as most agreeable and most 
disa.^reeable • Responses which include the buffer statement and 
either the keyed or matched statement are scored either "3" "5" J 
therefore, in each case only one possible combination of choices 
may be scored "1" or while two possible combinations may be 
scored "3" or "5". (No response is scored a in this study.) 
Christie and Geis (1970) also suggest the addition of "20" as a 
constant to the i..ach V score, creating a possible range of scores 
from "^0" to "160" and a neutral score of "100". 



oub.jects and Procedures 

The data under consideration in this investigation were 
collected from undergraduates enrolled in 18 sections of the basic 
speech course at the University of Oklahoma in the fall of 1973« 
The mach IV and I^iach V scales were administered separately to each 
of the sections approximately 10 days apart. There were 2^6 subjects 
who responded to both scales, 139 males and 107 females. Only data 
from subjects who responded to both scales were submitted for 
analysis. 



Data Analysis 

The responses to each scale were submitted, independently, 
to a principal component analysis and varimax rotation, oeveral 
criteria were used to select factors for rotation. To be considered 
for rotation, factors were judged according to the following 
criteriai 

1. The factor must have an eigenvalue of 1.0 or greater. 

2. The factor must have at least 1 item loading .50 or greater. 

3. The factor must have at least a moderately high lower-bound 
estimate of reliability. 

k. Jhen an asymptotic relationship was observed on a plot of 
factors and eigenvalues, factors were considered less 
worthy of rotation. 

After rotation, item loadings on the resulting factors were 
categorized as either strong, medium, weak, or insignificant. Items 
loading .70 or better on a factor were considered as loading strongly. 
Item loadings of .50 to .69 were considered medium strength loadings, 
and loadings of .30 to A9 were considered weak. Loadings^ of .29 
and lov;er were considered insignificant. In addition, an item was 
assumed to be impure if its highest loadings were similar on 2 or 
more factors. Finally, a factor was judged to be significant if 
at least 2 items had their highest loadings on that factor and 
those loadings were at least .50. 
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The second set of analyses were correlational. First i the 
Pearson r between the subjects' scores and the i^ach IV and iv.ach V 
scales was computed. Second, rearson r's were computed for 
responses to the corresponding items on the 2 measures. Third, 
in the event that the principal component analyses indicated that 
the instruments were multidimensional, correlations comparing the 
underlying dimensions of the L.ach IV and Iwach V scales would be 
calculated. The results of the correlational analyses were 
jud--:ed si^^nificant at P'..05, and the conventionally accepted 
value of .Bo was used as the index of reliability. 

Results 

The principal component analysis of responses to the kach IV 
scale yielded 7 factors with eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater. 
According to the criteria specified previously, 4 of the factors 
were selected for rotation. The 4 rotated factors explained 
^1.35/' of the total variance (see Table 1). The first factor 
explained 12.89/^ of the variance and contained 4 items with strong 
or medium loadings (items 7, 6, 10, 9) • This factor was labeled 
"Communication iithics." The second factor accounted for 12.07/^ 
of the variance. This factor included 5 items with medium 
loadin5;s (items 2, 20, 15, 1, 8) and was labeled "iv,anipulative 
Strategies and assumptions.*' Factor 3 explained 8.15;^ of the 
variance and contained 2 items with strong and medium loadings 
(items 4, 14). This factor was titled "Dispositions Toward 
People." Factor 4 accounted for 8.24>J of the variance and 
included 2 items with medium loadings (items 3, 19). This factor 
was labeled "Moral iuehavior." The 7 remaining items either loaded 
weakly on a single factor (items 12, 13 • 17) or loaded weakly on 
2 or more factors (items 5i Ht l6, 18). 

The principal component analysis of the 20 item I'viach V scale 
produced 10 factors v/ith eigenvalues of 1.0 or greater, and 4 
factors were selected for rotation. The 4 rotated factors explained 
30.59/^ of the total variance (see Table 2). Factor 1 accounted 
for 7.1V/0 of the variance and contained 2 items with medium 
loadings (items 14, l6). Factor 2 explained 8.09/1> of the variance 
and included 3 items with medium loadings (items 18, 7# 20). 
Factor 3 accounted for 8.13JS of the variance and contained 3 items 
with medium loadings (items 19, 10, 11). Factor 4 explained 7.26/;? 
of the variance; however, since this factor included only 1 item 
with a medium loading (item 15), it was considered not to be a 
significant factor. The 11 remaining items either loaded weakly 
on a single factor (items 3i 5) or weakly on 2 or more factors 
(items 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 17). 

As for the correlational analyses, the overall correlation 
between i^.ach IV and ^lach V was .583« Correlations betweeri 
corresponding items on the 2 scales ranged from .109 to .504 
(see Table 3); however, none of the correlations approached the 
previously established reliability criterion level of .60. 
Since the principal component analyses of f.^ach IV and mach V 
produced several factors, correlations between the factor scores 
of the underlying dimensions of iViach IV and Inach V were also 
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computed. Results showed that while approximately half of these 
correlations were significant at p .'.•05i none reached the ,80 
reliability cri'^erion. 



Oiscussio> 

Concerning i>.ach IV, this analysis definitely indicates that 
the scale Is Multidimensional instead of unidimensional in nature, 
and those v^ho use only the summed values of all 20 items as 
"the score" i:or [uSiCh IV are obviously losing as well as confounding 
informationr ix better alternative would be to obtain a score for 
each of the 4 factors and use them as independent components of 
*^achiavellianism. In the same manner that source credibility is 
divided into competence, character, and at ximes sociability or 
dynamism components, i^achiavellianism would also appear to merit 
analysis on the basis of several significant dimensions instead 
of just one overall, gross measure, rlowevei*, while the 4 factors 
this study has produced seem to be rather pure from a measurement 
point of view, the question of validity and test-retest reliability 
is not yet resolved, ^ire these components meaningful i do they 
reoccur in other studies, and are they really measuring Mach- 
iavellianism? The answers to these questions can be discovered 
only after additional research is undertaken to parcel out the 
most important factors and those which are the best predictors 
of certain communication behavior. Perhaps a high iviach will score 
high on some dimensions and low on others, or it might be that 
only 2 or 3 factors consistently reoccur while others appear only 
under certain conditions. By viewing the i.^ach IV scale as a 
collection of several components and working on the basis of 
different factors, these issues can be resolved. 

./hile the Iviach IV measure holds the potential for becoming 
a useful research tool, the results of this study concerning i^ach V 
do not produce the same air of optimism, oince the iv.ach V rotated 
factor solution yielded only 3 meaningful factors explaining 23. 33/^ 
of the variance, and due to the low loadings of items on the factors 
and the small number of pure items contained in each factor, it 
would appear that the ^ach V scale does not fit the principal 
component model well, ./hile there is no indication that the scale 
is unidimensional, trying to interpret the factors which are 
produced is virtually impossible, oince the score for each of 
the 20 items on the measure is a function of some combination of 
3 different statements, it is hard to determine v/hat communalities 
contributed to the formation of the various factors. Vaany of the 
problems of the scale appear to be an artifact of the scoring 
procedure, an issue which will be considered in more detail later. 

Regarding the relationship between ^lach IV and i-.ach V, the 
results indicate that these measures p\^o '.)c?.bly should not be used 
as parallel forms. It is important to r--':^.lize thwz even though 
the overall correlation between the measures is significant 
(r= .5S3)f only 34/^ of the variance is commonly shared. If we 
view this correlation as a reliability index for parallel forms 
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of a test, the relationship is at best moderate. It should also 
be realized that the overall correlation between the 2 scales is 
really not very meaninc:;ful since it assumes the measures are 
unidimensional , an assumption this study tends to discredit. 

Since each item in L.ach IV has a corresponding item in Iwach V, 
another source of comparison is made available by correlating 
these corresponding items. Table 3 reveals that all but one of 
the 20 correlations between these items achieved significance; 
however, the highest correlation was only .504, explaining Z5yo 
of the variance for that item, ngain the criterion reliability 
level of .80 was not achieved; therefore, we must conclude that 
none of the 20 matching items can legitimately be viewed as 
rt liable parallel forms. 

In terms of comparing the underlying dimensions of Iv*ach IV 
and ...ach V, the results of this study clearly indicate that the 
2 scales bear little relationship, n comparison of the factor 
structures of the scales reveals that very few of the corresponding 
items load on the same factors. For example, on Factor 2 of 
iwach IV the highest loading items are items 2, 20, 15 1 li and 8. 
The corresponJinr: items on the r.,ach V scale are 4, 1, 9i 3i and 13> 
however, none of these items are loaded on reactor 2 or as a unit 
load on any of the remaining 3 factors of mach V but are randomly 
dispersed among the other factors. The same general pattern occurs 
for the other corresponding items across the 2 scales. It is also 
interesting to observe •^;hat the keyed statement on items 12, 16, 
7, and 11 of luach V all* clearly deal with the issue of "honesty," 
yet these items are loaded on 3 separate factors. In contrast, 
the corresponding items on i.^ach IV (items 7, 6, 10, 9) load highly 
on just one factor of iv.ach IV. At least in this one case it is 
clear what ^.ach IV is measuring but not at all clear what l^ach V 
is measuring. 

The 2 scales can also be compared by correlating their 
underlying factors. Using the factor scores generated from the 
respective principal component analyses, the correlation matrix 
presented in Table 4 shows that indeed there is a significant 
relationship betv/een several of the factors of iv.ach IV and i.*ach V. 
.^hile this demonstrates some degree of communality (a finding 
which should be expected), these results also indicate that the 
*uach scales and their respective factors measure different constructs. 
The 2 largest correlations betv/een the factors accounted for 
only Ikfo and 9fo of the variance, and it is quite obvious that 
none of these underlying factors can be viewed as parallel forms. 

These findings regarding the relationship between iv.ach IV and 
i^xach V can be interpreted several different ways. It could be 
concluded that one of the measures is indeed a multidimensional 
instrument which correctly measures the variable under consideration 
while the other instrument is more inferior in its measurement. 
Another possible alternative would be that both measures are 
multidimensional instruments, each measuring the same variable 
equally well, but each tapping different dimensions of that variable. 
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Finally, it might bo concluded that neither scale measures the 
variable under'consideration and that both are measuring some 
unknown entity. Obviously these are questions of validity as well 
as reliability, and while this study is not prepared to provide 
the final answer, there is considerable evidence to indicate that 
the first of these possible interpretations is probably the closest 
to being correct (with i'.ach IV being the better scale). 

The primary weakness of mach V appears to be a result of its 
forced-choice nature and the scoring procedure which is used. In 
an effort to control for social desirability, each item on the 
scale contains 3 statements, only one of which is the machiavellian 
response, oubjects must choose the statement they agree with the 
most and the statement they disagree with the most, iaased on which 
one of the 6 possible combinations is selected, a value of "l," **3f** 
"5," or "7" is given for that item. However > there is not an 
equal probability for obtaining these values since two of the 
possible combinations are scored "3i" tv/o are scored ''Si*' one is 
scored "1," and one is scored "7." Since this scoring procedure 
does not discriminate between each individual response, information 
is lost. Also, this tends to make the scale greatly weighted 
tov/ard a score of "3" or "5," and the effects of this scoring 
procedure are reflected in the mean scores of the items, which 
are tightly clustered around the middle of the "1" to "7" range, 
and in the standard deviation scores, which are very small. Of 
the 20 iwach V items measured in xhis study, l6 had a mean between 
3.5 and 4.5 and 14 of the standard deviations ranged from 1.4 
to 1.6. In comparison the i.ach IV items had a much broader range 
of means (from 2.1 to 5.2) and a slightly broader range in standard 
deviations (from 1.4 to 2.1). It is also interesting to observe 
that the iv.ach V scale contains several unusual scoring possibilities, 
v/ith some being only remotely related to hachiavellianism. For 
example, since there are 2 possible combinations of statements in 
each item which may be scored "5" (with one combination containing 
the i^achiavellian statement and one combination not containing the 
machiavellian statement), it is possible for a subject to receive 
a score of "5" on each item, thus receiving a total score of "120" 
which indicates high iuachiavellianism , but never respond to any of 
the i lachiavellian statements. Interpreting this score as high in 
f.iachiavellianism would obviously be misleading. 

In general, it is concluded that while the i..ach V scale is a 
multidimensional instrument, in terms of measuring a Machiavellian 
orientation, the items which comprise the respective dimensions do 
not appear to be conceptually interrelated. This inability to 
parcel out interpretable factors seems to be a function of the 
6 possible combinations of statements per item (where the answer 
is based on 2 instead of just one response) and the unequally 
v/eighted scoring procedure. It is therefore concluded that even 
though i:ach V mifTht possibly be measuring several important 
di'-^ensions of Machiavellianism, we are not at all sure what those 
dimensions are or hov; they are related to a machiavellian orientation. 
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oiL^o'estions for lieasurin^: i..achiavellianism 

Until the scoring difficulties of ...ach V are resolved, it 
would appear that researchers should avoid using the L.ach / scale. 
Jespite its supposed advanta^je of controlling for social d(?sir- 
ability, this study casts serious doubt as to what exa^^tly the 
i^.ach V scale is measurin-r. In an effort to correct sc.»e of its 
doficioncies , alternative methods for using and scoring i.iach V 
have been suggested by Guterman (1970) and Rogers and oemin (1973)» 
Guterman takes 12 of the i.ach V items, eliminates the buffer 
statement, and scores each item on the basis of whether the subject 
chooses or rejects the i.^achiavellian statement. Rogers and Semin 
take all 20 items, have subjects rank order the 3 statements in 
each item, and use the rank of the machiavellian statement as the 
score for that item. Jhile these methods might prove to be improve 
ments, additional research is needed to further clarify how well 
and reliably they measure i^achiavellianismt 

Regarding ...ach IV, since the variance explained in the 
principal component analysis is considerable and since the nature 
of the factors v/hich were produced are relatively pure with high 
loadings , this measure more readily lends itself to a clearer 
interpretation than does i-.ach V and seems to be a superior 
measuring instrument. On a face validity basis it appears to 
tap the constructs suggested by the theory related to the 
;^achiavellian personality; however, a close observation of the 
principal component analysis and the factors which were generated 
reveals that the ;..ach IV measure does have several weaknesses. 
Only 13 of the original 20 items appear to be meaningful and load 
moderately or highly on the 4 factors. In an effort to shed more 
light on the nature of these dimensions and the most important 
items, an additional principal component analysis with varimax 
rotation v/as run using just the 13 most highly loading items. 
The results of this analysis also revealed ^ factors, each 
containing the same items v/hich were present in the principal 
component analysis of the 20 item r^ach IV scale (see Table 5)« 
In addition the 13 item solution explained even more of the 
total variance iS^P compared to 4l/'5 for the 20 item analysis) 
and the loadings for all the items except one were increased. 
It was also observed that by reducing the scale to 13 items the 
variance per factor was greatly reduced (see Table lo) • Therefore, 
since this reduced version of the iviach IV scale contains the same 
number of factors as the full 20 item scale, accounts for a larger 
amount of the variance in the principal component analysis, and 
tends to substantially reduce the variance on each factor, it is 
our suggestion that the 4 dimensions of the 13 item Mach IV scale 
be used instead of the original 20 item instrument. In addition 
it is also suggested that since some of the factors contain only 
a few items, more research should be employed to devise additional 
and perhaps better items. 

oince the researcher always wants as meaningful and true a 
score as possible, the procedure used in quantitatively scoring 
the items is of crucial importance. The question of how the 
reduced version of the I-iach IV scale should be scored is the 
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final issue this study investigates, ./ith each of the ^ factors 
of the .i.ach IV measure, 2 scorin/r options were considered i 
(1) usinc the raw score values or (2) using the factor scores 
which were produced from the 13 item principal component analysis. 
The raw scores approach would be much easier to calculate and use, 
but since the factor scores are weighted so as to maximally explain 
the variance and since they are independent of other factors, the 
factor score approach is obviously the better alternative, i'he 
real question, therefore, is how well does the raw score method 
con:pare to the factor score approach. In an effort to clarify 
this issue, the sum of the raw scores for each of the 4 factors 
produced in the 13 item l.ach IV analysis was correlated with the 
factor scores for that factor. Table 6 reveals that the correla- 
tions for the 4 factors were .96, .96, .93i and .91« In addition 
a correlation matrix of summed averaged raw scores per factor 
indicated that 2 of the 6 correlations were significant at the 
.05 level, but only 3>j and Q/o of the variance was explained by 
these 2 significant correlations .( see Table 7). Since a correla- 
tion matrix of factor scores per factor would show all zero 
correlations between the factors (that is, in an orthogonal 
solution), it would appear that even with 2 significant correlations, 
usinr^ the raw score method produces differences which are trivial, 
cased on the hign correlation of raw scores with factor scores and 
tne negli .'ible differences between the raw score correlation 
rratrix of factors and the factor score correlation matrix of 
factors, it is concluded that you do not gain significantly more 
information by using the factor scores as the unit for analysis, 
but that the summed^raw scores per factor have approximately the 
same de.5:ree of precision, 

ns a furtlier check of this conclusion, the same procedure 
(of correlating the raw scores per factor with the corresponding 
factor scores) was carried out using the 4 factors of the 20 item 
i».ach IV scale. Tables 8 and 9 show approximately the same findings 
as with the 13 item solution except there appears to be less 
precision. These results not only reaffirm the^ validity of using 
the raw score method but also point out the efficiency of the 
13 item ;.ach IV scale in comparison to the 2C item scale. 

ns a final observation it should be men*:ioned that by no 
means is this study the final word on how :/,a(^hiavellianism should 
be measured. ,^hile these findings tend to indicate that i^ach IV 
is probably a better index of i.iachiavelliani£;m , that is not to 
say it is the only scale which should be used or that i^ach V has 
nothing to do v/ith Machiavellianism, wuch more research is 
needed before any really conclusive answers can be drawn. It 
is our desire that this research piece be viewed merely as a set 
of tentative conclusions, ,/e have sought only to critically 
observe the state of measurement as it presently exists, showing 
certain stren^^ths and weaknesses in an effort to ^^enerate a 
more true and precise measure of luachiavellianism. 
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:hi3 study wa3 desi;r.Gd to invoss t ir.ate trie measurement of 
. .achiavellianisn, a variable which has received increased att.r^ntion 
ty .'Tiany involved in interpersonal communication research. Jsin^. 
Cnristie'3 .^.ach IV and ...ach V scales, this investi .^ation v/as 
concerned with three primary research questions; 

1. ./hat are tl;G underlying; dimensions of Mach IV? 

2. ./hat are the underlying' dimensions of ...ach V? 

3. <hat is the relationship bet\/een i.ach IV and ...ach V 
and their underlyin;;: dimensions? 

Lsin; a principal component analysis with vavj.max rotation, the 
..ach 17 scale venerated •4- factors whi ch were cor.sidercd mif^"»MT r rui , 
ar i these vvoi*^ i^.-oled ''Communication r-thlcs," **...f\rn p-il 1. 1 ve 
Strateries and assumptions/* "Oispositions Toward reople," and 
"...oral ^ehavior," These ^ factors <iccounted for ^1 ^ of the 
variance. Lhe ..ach V scale produced 3 factors v/hich accounted 
for 2^.' of the variance; hov;ever, tliese factors v/ere left unnamed 
due to an inability to find communalities within the factors. 
r;e»';ardin':^ tne relationship between i.ach IV and ...ach V, it was 
concluded that the scales ^vere not reliable parallel forms. 
In addition, correlations between the underlyin.^ dimensions of 
...ach Iv^ and ,.ach / yielded only slightly si /nif leant values, 
n close inspection of the two scales revealed that i-.ach IV is 
prcca'cly the bettor instrument and it was recommended that the 
...ach V scale snould be avoided until scoring and other measurement 
difficulties are resolved. It was also su^^ested that a 
shortened form ^f ..ach IV be used. This 13 item instrument 
v/as submitted to a principal component analysis and produced 
the same factors as the full 20 item scale but explained even 
more of the variance (5'^,^)« It v/as also concluded that since the 
use of summ.ed raw scores per factor did not differ significantly 
from factor scores, the 4 factor I3 item ..ach IV scale using 
the rav; score method was the most pi-arst^ioal and best measure of 
...achiavcllianism we have at present. 
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Table 1 



Rotated Factor Loadings for Mach IV 
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/. of Total Var. 12.89 12.07 8. 15 8.24 

3um. /o of Var. 12.89 24.96 33.11 41.35 
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Table 2 



Rotated Factor Loadings for Mach V 
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Table 3 



Correlations Between CorresDonding Items 
in :>iach IV and uach V 
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*A11 correlations are significant at t)<,05 (where r= .125 
for a N size of 246) exceot for the correlation between 
item 17 of iViach IV and item 18 of Mach V. 
The overall correlation between Mach IV and i^ach V 
is .583, r2= .3^0. 
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*Signif leant at p •■ .05 (where r= .125 for a N size 
of 246) 



Table 5 

Rotated Factor Loadingc for the Shortened liach 17 Scale 



Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Communication iVianipulative Di sees it ions Moral 

Ethics Strategies and Toward Peonle Behavior 
Assumptions 
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Variance 2.386 
% of Total Var. 18. 36 
Cum. % of Var. I8.36 



1.798 
13.83 
32.19 



1. 441 
11 . 09 
43. 28 



1.354 
10.42 
53.70 



Table 6 



Correlations Between Summed Raw Scores and Corresponding 
Factor Scores for the Shortened Mach IV Scale 



Factors 



1 
2 

3 
k 



.965'-' 
.932^- 
.9l6'-' 



.930 
.931 
.869 
.839 



Table 7 

Correlation i/iatrix of Averaged Raw Scores r)er Factor 
for the Shortened Iviach IV Scale* 



Factors 



1 1.0 

2 . ?3^^- 1 . 0 

3 .113 .030 1.0 

k .283-^ .116 .073 1.0 



•^'Significant at nc.05 (where r= .125 for a N size 
of 246) 



Table 8 



Correlations between oummed Raw Scores and Corresponding 
Factor Scores for the fAach IV Scale 



Factors r^* r 



1 .91'^* .836 

2 .95^^ .911 

3 .865- .7^9 

4 .895^-- .802 



Table 9 

Correlation matrix of Averaged Raw Scores per Factor 
for the [viach IV Scale 



Factors 12 3^ 

1 1.0 

2 .256^^ 1.0 

3 .189^- .088 1.0 

li- .236* .320-- .108 1.0 



^•^Significant at p ^' .05 (where r= .125 for a N size 
of 2^-6) 



Table 10 

means, Variances, and otandard Deviations for 
i.,arh IV and Mach V and their Underlying Jimensions 
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ApiDendix A 
..ach IV 



f 
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Please provide the following information i 

male female Section 

Social Security Number 000-00^ 



Instructor 



This questionnaire is an opinion survey designed to see how Speech 111 
students feel about issues we frequently hear and express • 
Listed below are a number of statements. Each represents a commonly 
held opinion and there are no right or wrong answers. You will 
probably disagree with some items and agree with others, ^v/e are 
interested in the extent to which you agree or disagree with such 
matters of opinion. 

Read each statement carefully. Then indicate the extent to which 
you agree or disagree by circling the number following each 
statement. The numbers and their meaning are indicated below: 

If you a^ree strongly , circle 3 
If you a^ree somewhat , circle 2 
If you afi:ree slightly , circle 1 

If you disa-o;ree sliffihtly , circle -1 
If you disagree somewhat , circle -2 
If you disagree strongly , circle -3 

First impressions are usually best in such matters. Read each 
statement, decide if you agree or disagree and the strength of your 
opinion, and then circle the appropriate number following the 
statement. Give your opinion on each statement , 

If you find that the numbers to be used in answering do not adequately 
indicate your own opinion, use the one which is closest to the way 
you feel. 



1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is 
useful to do so. 

3 2 1 -1-2-3 

2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want 
to hear, 

3 2 1 -1-2-3 

3. One should take action only when sure it is morally right, 

3 2 1 -1-2-3 

^'. IViost people are basically good and kind. 

3 2 1 -1-2-3 

5, It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak 
. and it will come out when they are given a chance. 

3 2 1 -1-2-3 
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6. Honesty itJ the best policy in all cases, 

321 -1-2-3 

?• There is no excuse for lying t'^ someone else. 

321 -1-2-3 

8. Generally speakings men won't work hard unless they're forced 
to do so, 

321 -1-2-3 

9. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be 
important and dishonest. 

321 -1-2-3 

10. y/hen you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give 
the real reasons for wanting it rather than giving reasons 
which carry more weight. 

321 -1-2-3 

11. Tiost people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives. 

3 ' 2 1 -1-2 -3 

12. Anyone who comoletely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble. 

3' 2 1 -1 -2 -3 

13. The biggest difference between most criminals and other people 
is that the criminals are stupid enough to get caught. 

321 -1-2-3 

14. Iviost men are brave. 

321 -1-2-3 

15« It is wise to flatter important people. « 

321 -1-2-3 

16. It is possible to be good in all respects. 

321 -1-2-3 

17. Barnum was wrong when he said that there's a sucker born every 
minute • 

321 -1-2-3 

18. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there. 

321 -1-2-3 

19. People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice 
of being put painlessly to death. 

321 -1-2-3 

20. [viost men forget more easily the death of their father than 
the loss of their property. 

321 -1-2-3 
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Atipendix B 
.lach V and Score Sheet 
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Section 



Instructor 



male female 



Social Security Number 000-00- 



nttitude Inventory 

You will find 20 groups of statements listed below • Each group 
is comrosed of three statements. Each statement refers to a way of 
thinking about peocle or things in general. They reflect opinions 
and not matters of' fact ~ there are no "ri^ht" or ''wroni;** answers 
and different people have been found to agree with different 
statements . 

Please read each of the three statements in each group. Then 
decide first which of the statements is most true or comes 
the closest to describing your own beliefs. Circle a plus (-f) 
in the space provided to the right of that statement. 

Then decide which of the remaining two statements is most false 
or is the farthest from your own beliefs. Circle the minus (-) 
in the"space provided to the right of that statement. 

In each g:roup of statements you will leave ..one statement 
unmarked . 

Here is an example i 

A. It is easy to persuade people but hard to keep 

them persuaded. 
3. Theories that run counter to common sense are 

a waste of time. 
C. It is only common sense to go along with what 

other people are doin^?; and not be too different. 

In this case, statement B would be the one you believed^ in^ most 
strongly and A and C would be ones that are not as characteristic 
of your opinion. Statement C would be the one you believe in least 
strongly and is least characteristic of your beliefs. 

You will find some of the choices easy to makej others will be 
quite difficult. Do not fail to make a choice no matter how hard it 
may be. You will mark two statements in each group of three — the 
one tnat comes the closest to your own beliefs with a + and the one 
farthest from your beliefs with a -. The remaining statement should 
be left unmarked. 

Please do not omit any groups of statements. 



host Iwost 
True False 



o 
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Most Most 
True False 



!• A. It takes more imagination to be a successful 

criminal than a successful business man, + 
Bt The phrase the road to hell is paved with 

good intentions** contains a lot of truth. 
C. iwost men forget more easily the death of their 

fatner than the loss of their property. + 

2, A. Men are more concerned with the car they drive 

than with the clothes their vnves wear. + 
3. It is very important that imagination and 

creativity in children be cultivated. 
C. x^eople suffering from incurable diseases should 

have the choice of being put painlessly to death. + 



3. A. Never toll anyone the real reason you did 
something unless it is useful to do so. 

B. The well-being of the individual is the goal 
tiiat should be worked for before anything else. 

C. Once a truly intelligent person makes up his 
mind about the answer to a problem he rarely 
continues to think about it. 



A. People are getting so lazy and self-indulgent 

that it is bad for our country. + 

B. The best v/ay to handle people is to tell them 

what they want to hear. + 

C. It would be a good thing if people wore kinder 

to others loss fortunate than themselves. + 



5. A. Most people are basically good and kind.^ 

B. The best criteria for a wife or husband is 
compatibility — other characteristics are nice 
but not essential. 

C. Only after a man has gotten what he wants 
from life should he concern himself with the 
injustices in the world. 

6. A. Most people v/ho get ahead in the world lead 

clean, moral lives • 

B. Any man worth his salt shouldn't^be blamed for 
putting his career above his family. 

C. People would be better off if they were concerned 
less with how to do things and more with what to do. 



7. A. A good teacher is one who points out unanswered 
questions rather than gives explicit answers. 
E. Jhen you ask someone to do something for you , it 
is best to give the real reasons for wanting it 
rather than 'giving reasons v^ich might carry 
more weight. 

C. A person's job is the best single guide as to 
the sott of person he is. 
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Most Most 
True False 



8, A. The conGtruction of such monumental works as the 
Egyptian pyramids was worth the enslavement of 
the workers who built them, 

B, Once a way of handlin;; problems has been worked 
out it is best to stick to it. 

C. One should take action only when sure that it 
is morally right. 



9. A. The world would be a much better place to live 
' in if people would let the future take care of 
itself and concern themselves only with enjoying 
the present. + 

B. It is v/ise to flatter important people. 

C. Once a decision has been made, it is best to keep 
chaa^ing it as new circumstances arise. 



10. A. It is a good policy to act as if you are doing the 

things you do because you have no other choice. 
B. The biggest difference between most criminals 

and other people is that criminals are stupid 

enough to get caught. 
G. Even the most hardened and vicious criminal has 

a spark of decency somewhere within him. 



13. A. Generally speaking, men won't work hard unless 
they're forced to do so. 

B. Every person is entitled to a second chance, even 
after he commits a serious mistake. 

C. People who can't make up their minds aren't 
worth botiierin^ about. 



15. A. There are very few people in the world worth 
concerning oneself about. 

B. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners 
here and there. 

C. A capable person motivated for his own gain is 
Q more useful to society than a well-meaning but 

ER^C ineffective one. 



11. A. All In all, it is better to be humble and honest 

than to be important and dishonest. + 

B. A man who is able and willing to work hard has a 

good chance of succeeding in whatever he wants to do. + 

C. if a thing does not help us in our daily lives, it 
isn't very important. + 



12. A. A person shouldn't be punished for breaking a law 

which he thinkb is unreasonable. ^ + 

B. Too many criminals are not punished for their 

crime. + 

C. There is no excuse for lying to someone else. 



1^. A. A man's first responsibility is to his wife, not 
his mother. 

B. Most men are brave. + 

C. It's best to pick friends that are intellectually 
stimulating rather than ones it is comfortable 

to be araund. + 



Most Most 
True False 



16. A. It is best to give others the impression that 

you can change your mind easily, + 

B. It is a good working policy to keep on good terms 

v/ith everyone. + 

C. Honesty is the best policy in all cases. + 



17. A. It is possible to be good in all respects. + 

B. To help oneself is good? to help others even 

better. + 

C. War and threats of war are unchangeable facts 

of human life. + 



IB. A. Barnum v/as probably right when he said that there •s 

at least one sucker born every minute. + 

B. Life is pretty dull unless one deliberately stirs 

up some excitement. + 

C. wiost people would be better off if they controlled 
their emotions. + 

19. A. Sensitivity to the feelings of others is worth 

more than poise in social situations. + 

B. The ideal society is one where everybody knows 

his place and accepts it. + 

C. It is safest to assume that all people have a 
vicious streak and it will come out when they 

are driven a chance. + 



20. A. People who talk about abstract problems usually 

don't know what they are talking about. + 

B. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is 

asking for trouble. + 

C. It is essential for the functioning of a 

democracy that everyone votes. + 
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ilach V Scoring Sheet 
Points per Item by Response Patterns 



Items 



1 l-^ B4- A-!- B'- G:- Gt- 
C- C- B- A- B- A- 

2 Ar'- B^:- A^- g;- g:- 

C- C- B- A- B- A- 

3 G!- G'- B:- A!- M- 
A- A- B- C- B- C- 

4 A> Gl- A-:- G:- B:- frl- 
B- B- C- A- C- A- 

5 Ar!- Gl- A^- G!- B!- 
B- B- C- A- C- A- 

6 A-v M- G'- G<- 
C- C- B- A- B- A- 

7 B • G(- B^- G:- A:- A-!- 
A- A- C- B- C- B- 

r G'- A:- g:- Ati- b:- b-j- 

B- B- A- C- A- C- 

9 G:- M' Gf A-l- B^- BH- 

B- B- A- C- A- C- 

10 A'- G^ A^- G'- B-^ 
B- B- C- A- C- A- 

11 A'- G^- A^- G^- B:- B-!- 
B- B- C- A- C- A- 

12 g:- Ari- G^ A-:- B^f- hi- 

B- B- A- C- A- C- 

13 G:- B-:- G!- B-:- A-:- A^- 

A- A- B- C- B- . C- 

14 B^'- A!- B-'- At!' G:- Gl- 
C- C- A- B- A- B- 

15 G!- A-:- Gx A-!- B'- B-:- 
B- B- A- C- A- C- 

16 G'- A^- G*- A-!- B!- »!- 
B- B- A- C- A- C- 

17 A - A^- G*- G?- 
C- C- B- A- B- A- 
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Items 11 12 

IC C G(- Bf A^- A-:- 

A- A- B- G- B- C- 

19 B<- A-i- B^ A;- g;- g:- 
C- C- A- B- A- B- 

20 A^■ G!- A-i- G ' b;- B«- 
B- B- C- A- G- A- 



Strni all 20 items and add a constant of 20, The range is 40 to IGO 
with a neutral score of 100. 
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